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PERSONAL mOOD TAXES. Legislative Oonstitutional Amendment. Legislature may provide for reporting and collecting
California personal income taxes by reference to provisions of
present or future laws of the United States and may prescribe
exceptions and modifications thereto. Prohibits change in state
personal income tax rates based on future changes in federal
rates.

YES

4

NO

(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 30, Part II)
General Analysis by the
Legislative Oounsel
A "Yes" vote on this measure is a vote to
authorize the Legislature to adopt, by reference, future amendments to federal laws for
the purpose of reporting and collecting California personal income taxes.
A "No" vote is a vote to deny the Legislature this authority.
For further details see below.
Detailed Analysis by the
Legislative Oounsel
The State Constitution has been construed
as preventing the Legislature, in adopting
federal laws for state purposes, from adopting future amendments to federal laws.
This measure, if approved by the voters,
would add Section lli to Article XIII of the
Constitution to permit the Legislature to incorporate provisions of the federal law as
they may be enacted or amended in the future, as well as to incorporate existing provisions or federal law, so as to make those
provisions apply to the reporting and collection of state income taxes. The federal law,
so incorporated, would be made sl,lbject to
exceptions or modifications, if any, that the
Legislature might prescribe.
The measure would specifically prohibit
incorporation hy reference into the state law
of the amount of any federal tax on, in respect to, or measured by, personal income
which is computed under provision of the
federal laws.
The measure would, in addition, prohibit
the enactment by the Legislature of any
statute providing, either directly or indirectly, for a change in the rates of the state
personal income tax based on future changes
in federal personal income tax rates.
Argmnent in Favor of Proposition No. 4
At last! 'Here is a proposal to make our
state income tax easier to figure out.
A YES vote on this p-oposition will allow
the Legislature to conform state income tax
laws as much as practical to federal income
tax laws. This would m an we could use thr
calculations. made for federal tax purposes
in filling out our state tax form. There is no
reason why the burden of taxation should
be made even greater by requiring California taxpayers to go through the time-consuming process of having to prepare and
compute a complicated state tax form totally

different from the federal form. We would
not accept the higher federal tax rates. In
fuet, this proposal specifically prohibits an
increase in our tax rates without a change
in the law.
Under present law we make additions,
subtractions, and computations necessary for
the federal tax form and then go through an
entirely different process for the state tax
return. For those who hire accountants to
prepare their forms, this will save money.
There are now many differences between
the federal law and the state law. This proposal will pase administration and cut costs
as returns will be easier to cheek and verify.
This will simplify the state return and economize on the size of the form.
The vast majority of the sections of the
federal income tax law and the state income
tax law are similar now-but the few differences that do exist are the problem ar
we seek to simplify with this constitutic
amendment.
Weare not giving away our own power
to make n;c;Bsary changes in our tax laws
in the future. We simply say that the present
federal method of computing income is acceptable"'"i'O'iiS""and should be incorporated in
our state law. At any time in the future the
Ijegislature may determine that a particular
new federal law would seriously affect our
state financial structure and we could reject
that change. Thus, our own State Legislature
will retain the power to write our tax laws
so they will truly fit the economy of California's taxpayers.
The California Legislature conducted a
two-year study of our tax structure and this
proposal is one of the recommendations that
was made. A number of states have already
adopted this system, and most of our professionallegal and accounting societies are supporting this proposal.
Vote YES for simplicity and eeonomy.
SENATOR MILTON MARKS,
San Francisco
SENATOR JAMES R. MILLS,
San Diego
ASSEMBLYMAN JAMES A. HAYES,
IJong Beach
Argument Against Proposition No. 4
California voters should vote NO on Proposition 4 for the following reasons:
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"Proposition 4 benefits the rich at the ex!e of middle and lower income families.
..,,,der the guise of conformity, federal exemptions, which are much lower than the
State's could easily be adopted resulting in a
major downward shift of the tax burden
from the wealthy to the middle and lower
income groups. In addition, with full conformity to federal law, Proposition 4 would
mean an automatic tax windfall of up to
$100 for persons owning stock.
Proposition 4 discriminates against veterans and military personnel. Proposition 4
would remove the California tax law which
now provides that the first $1,000 of military
pay (active duty, reserve duty, and retired
persons) is exempt from the state income
tax. All of these citizens would lose that
benefit if California conforms to federal tax
laws.
Proposition 4 would mean that federal tax
law would automatically become state law.
Why should California taxpayers shift the
responsibility for enactment of state tax laws
to the federal government' Only 38 out of
435 members vi the House of Representatives
and only 2 of the 100 members of the Senate
are elected by Californians. The practice 01
adopting federal law "by reference" as this
• 'lsure proposes, could spread from tax
; to automatic state adoption of many
,,,.cr federal laws.
Californians would be giving up most of
the responsibility of the state government.

Dilution of accountability for tax legislalation will not best serve California's taxpayers. Responsibility for increases in your
state income tax should not be divided between Sacramento and Washington. The
legislative body spending the tax dollar
should be solely answerable to the electorate
for levying the tax. This is the best assurance
that your elected representatives will carefully balance the interests of taxpayers and
the beneficiaries of state appropriations.
A NO vote on Proposition 4 will protect
the spendable wages of the lower income
families living and working in California.
A NO vote on Proposition 4 will protect
the tax right of veterans and military personnel living and working in California.
A NO vote on Proposition 4 will assure
all Californians that our tax laws will be
made by California legislators, not by elected
representatives from other states.
We do not see how this proposal will do
anything for the ordinary taxpayer. Its implications are too serious to be put into our
Constitution. I urge all Californians to vote
NO on Proposition 4.
RICHARD J. DOL WIG
California State Senator
12th Senate District
.TOHN J. MILLER
California State Assemblyman
17th Assembly District

HOSPITAL LOANS. Legislative Oonstitutional Amendment. Au-

5

thorizes Legislature to insure or guarantee loans to nonprofit
corporations and public agencies for construction, improvement,
or repair of any public or nonprofit hospital and other specified
facilities, and for purchase of original equipment therefor.

YES
NO

(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 31, Part II)
General Analysis by the Legislative Oounsel court", limit the power of the Legislature to
A "Yes" vote on this measure is a vote to insure or guarantee loans.
This measure, if approved by the voters,
authorize the Legislature to insure or guarantee loans made by private or public would add a new Section 21.5 to Article XIII
lenders to nonprofit corporations and public of the California Constitution to give to the
agencies for the construction or improvement Legislature the power, unlimited by any
of any public or nonprofit hospital or hos- other provision of the State Constitution, to
pital facility, extended care facility, or fa- insure or guarantee loans made by private or
cility for the treatment of mental illness, and public lenders to nonprofit corporations and
any original equipment for any such hospital public agencies for specified purposes. The
or facility.
purposes for which the proceeds of the inA "No" vote is a vote to retain existing sured loans could be used would be the conconstitutional limitations upon the power of struction, expansion, enlargement, improvethe Legislature to insure or guarantee such ment, renovation or repair of any public or
loans.
nonprofit hospital, hospital facility, extended
For further details see below.
care facility, or facility for the treatment of
mental illness, including any outpatient facility and any other facility useful or conuetailed Analysis by the Legislative Oounsel venient in the operation of the hospital, and
The State Constitution now contains vari- any original equipment for any such hospital
ous provisions which, as construed by the or facility.
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tion of the Bu~et Act. The Department of
Finance, which 18 hereby designated as the
board for the purposes of this act, shall an·
nually total the Budget Act appropriations
referred to in this section and, pursuant to
Section 16730 of the Government Oode, reo
quest the State Oonstruction Program Oom·
mittee to cause bonds to be issued and sold
in quantities sufficient to carry out the proj.
ects for which such appropriations were
made.
Sec. 8. For the purposes of carrying out
the provisions of this act the Director of
Finance may by executive order authorize
the withdrawal from the Genllcal Fund of
an amount or amounts not to exceed the
amount of the unsold bonds which have been
authorized to be sold for the purpose of car·
rying out this act. Any amounts withdrawn
shall be deposited in the State Oonstruction
Program Fund, or in the Urban School Oon·
struction Aid Fund, and shall be reserved,
allocated for expenditure, and expended as
specified in Section 6 or Section 10.5 of this
act. Any moneys made available under this
section to the board shall be returned by
the board to the General Fund from moneys
received from the sale of bonds sold for the
purpose of carrying out this act, together
with interest at the rate of interest fixed in
the bonds so sold.
Sec. 9. The bonds authorized by this act
shall be prepared, executed, issued, sold, paid

and redeemed as provided in the State Gen·
eral Obligation Bond Law (Ohapter 4
Part 3, Division 4, Title 2 of the Governml
Oode), and all of the provisions of said llOw
are applicable to said bonds and to this act,
and are hereby incorporated in this act as
though set forth in full herein.
Sec. 10. The State Oonstruction Program
Oommittee is hereby created. The committee
shall consist of the Governor, the State
Oontroller, the State Treasurer, the Di.
rector of Finance, and the Director of the
Ooordinating Oouncil for Higher Education.
For the purpose of this act the State Oon·
struction Program Committee shall be "the
committee" as that term is used in the State
General Obligation Bond Law.
Sec. 10.5. Proceeds of the bonds, in an
amount not to Ilxceed fifty million dollars
($50,000,000), issued and sold pursuant to
this act, together with interest earned
thereon, if any, shall be deposited in the
State Urban School Construction Aid Fund.
The money so deposited shall be reserved
and allocated for expenditure pursuant to
the Urban School Construction Aid Law of
1968.
Upon request of the State Allocation
Board, the State Oc.nstl'Uction Program Oom.
mittee shall cause bonds to be issued and
sold in quantities sufficient to carry out sucl' .
purposes.

PERSONAL INOOME TAXES. Legislative Oonstitutional Amend·
ment. Legislature may provide for reporting and collecting
California personal income taxes by reference to provisions of
present or future laws of the United States and may prescribe
exceptions and modifications thereto. Prohibits change in state
personal income tax rates based on future changes in federal
rates.

YES

4

(This amendment proposed by Senate Con·
stitutional Amendment No. 18, 1968 Regular
Session, does not expressly amend any exist·
ing section of the Constitution, but adds a
new section thereto; therefore, the provisions
thereof are printed in BLACK.FAOED
TYPE to indicate they are NEW.)
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE XIII
Sec. 11~. (a) Except as provided in sub·
division (c), the Legislature may simplify
the reporting and collecting of California
personal income taxes, notwithstanding any
other provision of this Constitution, by ref.

-

NO

erence to any provision of the laws of the
United States as the same may be or become
effective at any time or from time to time,
and may prescribe exceptions or modifica·
tions.
(b) The phras.e "any provision of the laws
of the United States" shall not refer to the
amount of any federal tax on, in respect to,
or measured by, personal income which is
computed under any provision of the federal
laws.
(c) The Legislature shall not enact any
statute which directly or indirectly provides
for a change in state personal income tax
rates based upon future changes in personal
income tax rates of the United States.
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